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E REMARKS/ARGUMENTS 

r 

The abo|ve-identified patent application has been reviewed in light of the Examiner's 
Action dated Ji|ne 22, 2007. Claims 10-19 have been canceled in order to ex jedite prosecution 
of claim;; 1-9. jiowever. Applicants expressly reserve the right to pxirsue the subject matter 
correspo iding l|o such claims in a divisional application. Accordingly, Clainis 1-9 are currently 
pending. 

^pplica|its would like to thank the Examiner for the courtesies exteni^ed during a 
telephon ic intei|view on September 20, 2007. During the interview, the Exaniiner and 
Applicar ts' representatives, Bradley Knepper and Matthew Ellsworth, discussed the prior art, 
primarilj^ U.S. Patent Publication No. 2002/0091828 to Kitamura et al. (Hereinafter "Kitamura*') 
in view < if the cjurrently pending claims. Applicants' representatives pointed out some 
differenc es bet^|/een the structure of the claimed invention and that of Kitamura. Although no 
agreement was Reached as to any allowable subject matter, the Examiner indicated that she would 
reconsid<;r Kitainura and whether or not it can be applied to the claimed invejition. The 
Examiner also yidicated that if Kitamura cannot be properly applied against the currently pending 
claims th en a nkv/ non-final ofiice action would be prepared. i 

C laims ^-9 have been rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being impltentable over 

Kitamurii in vi^ of U.S. Patent No. 6,687,797 to Walton et al. (hereinafter "jwalton"). In order 

for a rejection vfnder 35 U.S.C. § 1 03(a) to be proper, the prior art reference or references must 

teach or mgges; all of the claim limitations either expressly or inherently. (MjpEP §2143). 

However, all of the claim limitations set forth in the pending claims cannot be found in Kitmura 

or Walton. Acciordingly, reconsideration and withdrawal of the rejections of the claims are 

respectfiilly requested. 
1 r 

The Kit|imura reference is directed toward a* network storage system tiat is adapted to be 

connected betw^n a host computer and a storage device. Data can be sent from a host to a 

I 

storage device |ia an interface 12 and fibre channel switch 8. The fibre chamiel switch 8 
depicted in Fig.i 1 8 of Kitamura comprises a network interface 82 and a plurality of ports 8 1 . The 
fibre chaanel s\iatch 8 can perform switching operations to complete connections between the 
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ports 81 Df thatiswitch to realize data transfer from a host to channel processoirs 23' connected 
thereto. j 

T he stoijage device subsystem T of Kitamura has an intercontroUer cojinectiiig 
mechanism 27 |hat can interconnect a plurality of clusters 26 having a channejl processor 23', a 
drive processor 22', and a plurality of disk units 21 {Le. , storage devices). Data transfer from the 
host to tljie storage device always passes through the fibre channel switch 8 to the channel 
processo r 23' where it is stored in a corresponding drive processor 22'. This particular storage 
system ci3nfigui|ation is used to facilitate setting and assigning storage device? to host computers 
such that each cjfthe host computers can use any one of the storage devices, if necessary. The 
use of a management means is described to help coordinate these efforts. Kitamura does not 
teach, su ggest, (ir describe the use of a passive backplane having a plurality of data buses 
including ; first z nd second data buses. 

The Walton reference is cited to show that the general use of passive backplanes is well 
known iri the aijt. The passive backplane in Walton has no active electronic circuitry mounted on 
or in it ai id just acts as a passive communications medium. The passive backplane is described 
as being sompnssed of one or more substantially planar substmte layers. The substrate layers may 
be conductive vdth various pin-and-socket type connectors moimted on it to alllow a 
communication Ipath to other devices connected thereto. j 

/^pplicaits do not deny that passive backplanes are well known in theiart and do not deny 
that Wall on teaches such a passive backplane. However, Applicants respectflilly submit that the 
passive tjackplalne and the interconnection of that passive backplane to varioiis interconnected 

s as claimed is different from the prior art. More specifically, it is one unique aspect 
of the prisent itlvention that a modular redundant storage subsystem can be cieated by separating 
an interface-specific portion (CIMs) from an interface-independent portion (GMMs), which 



allow for 



backplane is no 



components are interconnected through a passive backplane having a specific 



bus routing to 



redundant operation and module failover. The presence or absence of a passive 



what facilitates this redundant storage subsystem. Rather, the passive backplane 



must have a certain configuration between CIM and CMM modules and contact the right data 

buses in order ti> provide features described in the application as filed. Accorjdingly, it is the 
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' vietv that while Walton generally teaches a passive backplane, Walton does not 
the sliiortcomings of Kitamura in meeting the claimed elements related to the passive 
, and therefore any rejection of the claims over Kitamura in view of Walton should be 
and withdrawn. In particular^ replacing the fibre channel switch of Kitamura with 
of Walton does not result in the claimed invention. | 
I^ore sp fiscally, and with respect to claim 1, the Office Action propbses that the signal 
tie I/F 12 and ports 81 as shown in Fig. 1 8 of Kitamura are equivalent to the at 

and S(bcond CIMs claimed in claim 1, Applicants respectfully disagree vwth this 

t . ■ i ■ 

. A pdrt 81 of Kitamura is only shown as being connected to either ijhe VF 12 of the host 

or a port 23 1 of a channel processor 23. Moreover, the ports 8 1 of Kitamura are shown 

aetwoifk interface 82, and therefore appear to only act as part of a data bus. Similarly, 

I 

connecting the I/F 12 and the port 81 appear to be nothing more than a bus or signal line 
[data from the I/F 12 to the port 81 . These ports 8 1 appear to be passive elements 

; t 

j 

(inly responsive to other elements having an operational send or receive data capabihty. 
Cjlaim 1 , on the other hand, specifies that each of the first and second CIMs is connected 
backplane, the host computer, and the at Least one storage devic^e . As noted above, 
iCitamxira appear to only be connected to an I/F 12 of a host ccjmputer or a port 
channel processor 23, Accordingly, there is no connection with a storage device. 
Additionally, thie signal lines between the I/F 12 and the ports 81 of Kitamura cited in the Office 
Action as corresponding to the claimed CIMs do not have the capability to selectivelv transfer the 
storage data to <bne or more of the plurality of data buses in the passive backplane. Indeed, there 



passive 1 



81 of 



lines 



are 



absolutely nc^ teaching, suggestion or disclosure in Kitamura of the lines cqnnecting the 1/F 12 
poQt 81 b eing capable of acting to selectively transfer data. Instead, those lines arc simple 
or collections, not active modules as claimed. In addition, as the Office Action admits, 
does Hot teach a passive backplane. Moreover, there is no plurality of data buses. The 

bet^iveen the I/Fs 12 and the ports 81 included in the fibre channel switch 8 of 
shoulii not be construed as being able to transfer data to various data buses in a passive 
nor ^ould such a limitation be obvious in tight of Kitamura For all of these reasons. 
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Claim 1 
be reconifeii 



not obvious, and the rejection of Claim 1 and the Claims dependent therefrom should 
dereq and withdrawn. ^ 
With respect to claim 2, the structure of the CEM is further defined to include a 
communication path portion and a channel interface portion. The cormnxmication path portion is 
operable to selelctivelv transfer storage data between the channel interface poirtion and the passive 
backpla ne 



Adcfitionally, the channel interface portion is operable to transfer storage data 
between Ithe hoiW. and/or the storage device and the communication path portiin . The Office 



asserts 



on the 



Action 
transfers 
element 
find an e 
operable 
path portlion. 



that the I/F 12 equates to the communication path portion as it jcan control all data 
link between the host and port 8 1 . The Office Action has already described the 
?etwe4i the I/F 12 and the port 81 to be the CIM. The Office Actioii does not appear to 
ementiin Kitamura that corresponds to the required channel interfacfe poition that is 
to transfer storage data between the host and/or the storage device and communication 
cordingly, it is requested that the rejection of claim 2 be reccjnsidered and 



withdravhi, 



connects 



withdrawn 
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With 



respect to claim 3, a CMM is described that includes a bus interface portion that 
to the passive backplane, a niemory for temporary storage of said st(j>rage data, and a 
; portion that organizes and arranges said storage data. As noted above, the Office 



cfiata. 



sngine 



a 

how 



processirfg 

Action Cijuates the chaimel processor 23' to the CMM of the claimed invention. The chaimel 
processor 23' islonly depicted as including a port 231' for cormecting to the network interface 82. 
Applicants submit that the channel processor 23' of Kitamura does not includi either a memory 
fori 

storage i 



■ temp4)rary s iorage of storage data or a processing portion that organizes arid arranges said 
Accordingly, it is requested that the rejection of claim 3 be reconsidered and 



With regpect to claim 4, the bus interface portion of the CMM is fiirther defined. 

processing interface, bridge core, memory interface, and backj^lane interface, and 
and/or DMA engine are provided. The Office Action appears to only find 
iji Walton for a DMA engine but f£iils to show that the CMM include^ a backplane 

mersiory interface, a processing interface, and a bridge core. Additionally, Applicants 
the combination of the DMA engine discussed in Walton can be combined with 
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probessor 23* of Kitamnra to render claim 4 obvious. The fact that a DMA engine is 
the djita storage art does not make it obvious to provide a CMM thit includes an XOR 
aiid/or I}MA engine. Moreover, the functionality of the DMA controller 408 in Walton is 
only c escribed and does not enable one skilled in the art to envisionj a CMM having a 
tl|at provides DMA access to passive backplane. Accordingly, |\pplicants 
espectfiilly sulSmit that the rejection of claim 4 should be reconsidered and \|ithdra\vn. 



eD|ginei 



With re|pect to claims 5 and 6, the particular configuration of the passive backplane is 



further djefined 
third and 
group of 
backplai^e 
does not 
and fourth 
be included 



More particularly, Claim 5 recites a passive backplane that ajdditionally includes 
fourth data buses, and Claim 6 recites that the first and second data jbuses are part of a 
lane buses that includes PCK buses. Again, Kitamura fails tcj teach a passive 
iValton only appears to generally teach a passive backplane, ijlie Office Action 
refereijice where in Walton that a passive backplane is taught that either includes third 



channel 
to 

bus 
does 



buses on 
second 
path por^on 
include 
Action 

such eleiVients 
Claim 8 
modules 
particulal: 
references 
should 
specifies 



backp] 
and ' 



data (buses or where first and second data buses in the passive bacl plane are taught to 
as |)art of a group of backplane buses and the group includes PCDC buses. 



Accordingly, Applicants respectfully submit that the rejections of claims 5 ar^d 6 should be 
withdravm sinob a prima facie showing of obviousness has not yet been made!. 

i 

With resjpect to claims 7-9, the interaction between the CIM, CMM, ahd various data 
the passive backplane are described. More particularly, Claim 7 recites that the first and 
interface modules each include two bus ports that connect thej communication 
lie passive backplane, and that the first and second controller [memory modules 
intejrfaces that are each connected to a bus of the passive backplane. The Office 
noli specifically address these elements of Claim 7. Moreover, itjis believed that 
c^imot be found in the cited references. Therefore, Claim 7 should be allowed. 
iepenJs firom Claim 7, and further recites that the bus ports of the chjannel interface 
and the bus interfaces of the memory controller modules are intercoiiinected in a 
way. |The Office Action does not address the elements of Claim 8. [Moreover, the cited 
do n|)t teach, suggest or describe the claimed configuration. Therelfore, Claim 8 



b^ allovjed for at least this additional reason. Claim 9 depends fi'om C|laim 8, and further 
the configuration of the chaimel interface modules. The elements recited by Claim 9 
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by the Office Action. In addition, the cited references do nbt teach, suggest or 
of Claim 9. More particularly, as noted above, Kitamura does not describe 



as cxirrently 



ane. Even if Kitamura were found to teach a CIM and CMM 
that Kitamura fails to show the relationship between the CD /I, CMM, and the 
causes the rejections of claims 7-9 to appear improper. The teaching of a 
in Walton does not overcome these shortcomings as the relationship between 
and passive backplane is never actually described in the prior art. Accordingly, 
request that the rejection of claims 7-9 be reconsidered and withdrawn. 
Ion, Applicants note that the Office Action appears to be incomplete, because it 
of the limitations of the pending Claims. For example, the Office Action does 
an element in the prior art that corresponds to the recited channel interface 
dperable to transfer storage data between the host and/or the stbrage device and 
path portion; the Office Action does not show that the backpljane interface, 

processing interface, and bridge core recited by Claim 4 isjpresent in the prior 
backplane v^dth four data busses recited by Claim 5 is not specifically addressed 
; and the particular arrangements of components recited In Claims 7-9 are 
the Office Action. Accordingly, because the Office Action appears to be 
Applicants respectfully request that any subsequent actions address the specific 
Claims, and respectfully submit that the next Office Action ihould be non-fmal 



reason. 
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u|pon the foregoing. Applicants believe that all pending claims are in condition for 



Based 

allowance and such disposition is respectfully requested. In the event that a telephone 
conversation w i)uld further prosecution and/or expedite allowance, the Examjner is invited to 
contact the undersigned. 

Respectfully submitted, 
SHERIDAN ROSS P.C. 



By: 



Date: 



31012 



Bradley M. Knepper 
Registration No. 44,189 
1560 Broadway, Suite 1200 
Denver, Colorado 80202j-5141 



(303) 863-9700 
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